Scholars have long-debated the causes of popular support for the Russian Revolution. We systematically investigate cross-district variation in Bolsheviks' popularity using voting outcomes of the All Russian 1917 Constituent Assembly elections, occurring right after the Bolsheviks seized power. We find that the Bolsheviks managed to mobilize more popular support in districts with a greater presence of industrial workers, soldiers and historically private land, which the Bolsheviks redistributed to peasants. We provide evidence in favor of the view that this coalition was hardly stable due to potential conflicts arising from the underpinnings of Bolshevik support, forewarning the autocracy and command economy to come.
Introduction
One hundred years ago, on the 7 th of November 1917, the Bolsheviks overthrew the Provisional Government and captured power in Russia, initiating one of the most significant social experiments in history and influencing regime change across the world for decades to follow. 1 A lesser celebrated but influential event, the national elections to the Constituent Assembly, occurred three weeks later on the 25 th , 26 th and 27 th of November. The Bolshevik party received nearly one quarter of the votes and, after having failed to obtain plurality in the election, disbanded the assembly and went on to remain in office for more than seventy years, making the vote the last experience of running in democratic elections for Lenin's party.
The Constituent Assembly elections achieved global significance as one of the first elections to grant universal suffrage (including women) and as the electoral inauguration of communist parties in twentieth century politics. The election results aggregated the political preferences of over sixty million Russians, the vast majority of whom had previously had little control over their political destiny. During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, radical political movements on the left emerged to give voice to the newly politically empowered masses, who consisted of mostly wage workers in industrialized economies and a mixture of the industrial working class and peasants in late industrializers like Russia (Smith 2014) . During the interwar period, communist parties in Germany, France and Czechoslovakia averaged above ten percent of the vote share and, after WWII, the Communist Party in Italy achieved as high as 31% of the vote. Thus, while the Bolsheviks were unique in their political success, they were no exception in terms of garnering popular support.
What were the factors that drove Bolshevik popularity? In short, war, redistribution and the proletariat (McDonald et al. 2018) . Robert Service succinctly summarizes a prominent view:
"No First World War, no October Revolution." (Service 2009, p.16) . The war shock produced political and financial instability as well as devastation and loss of life that were acutely experienced by the masses. Even before the war, poor living conditions, coupled with the promise of better living standards in an industrialized economy, created a demand for redistribution (Service 2009 ). Lindert and Nafziger (2014) show that income inequality in 1904 was higher in the capital provinces of Moscow and Petersburg, where the major events of the Bolshevik Revolution took place. The extension of the franchise during the Constituent Assembly elections should have given voice to any demands for redistribution by urban workers and rural peasants alike. In addition, increasing urbanization and the growing industrial working class increased the demand for food security, which was exacerbated by WWI.
Despite the vast amount of scholarship in the social science and historical literature aimed at understanding how such a comprehensive change of social order could happen, scant quantitative analysis of the political economy of the Bolshevik Revolution or the rise (and fall) of communist parties exists. 2 Moreover, little is known about the relative importance of the major explanatory hypotheses -war, redistribution and the proletariat -for Russian citizens. In this paper, for the first time, we systematically investigate factors associated with the level of popular support for the Bolsheviks in 1917 by exploiting local variation in election outcomes across nearly five hundred administrative districts. Local vote shares for the Bolsheviks represent a unique measure of preferences for the Bolshevik Revolution that was underway and offer a rare opportunity to test whether factors identified in the literature were salient to the interests of the masses. Quantitative analysis of this question contributes both to our understanding of the historical debates and the increase in popular support for far-left political parties in modern
Europe and Latin America.
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Our estimation strategy uses election district fixed effects to account for unobservable factors that are constant within an election district (approximately the size of a province). To avoid making the ecological fallacy in interpreting our results as reflecting individual preferences, we employ instrumental variables analysis that exploits the arbitrary variation in industrial serfs during the eighteenth century. We find that, in line with the claims in the literature, the Bolsheviks' support was rooted in the war shock, measured with the presence of a garrison and the decrease in grain output per capita during the war, the demand for redistribution, measured by the share of private land, and class structure, measured by industrial workers per eligible voter. All of these factors increased the support for the Bolsheviks in a district. 2 The empirical quantitative literature has been more interested in explaining the emergence of the far right (Bromhead et al. 2013 , Adena et al. 2015 .
Interestingly, the relative magnitude of each factor is roughly similar with one standard deviation increase in the factor corresponding to about one-seventh of a standard deviation increase in Bolshevik vote share in the aggregate. If we account for the fact that voting outcomes varied forty percent less within election districts than overall, we reach an effect size of about one-fourth of a standard deviation in magnitude. Thus, these effect sizes are small but meaningful. As we discuss below, these variables acted in concert and certainly were not independent forces. Therefore, summing up these effects, which would produce a large impact on vote shares, would be misleading.
While assessing the relative importance of these factors is a major contribution in itself, our empirical investigation of popular support for the Bolsheviks can also shed light on a deeper question in the political economy of regime change, namely whether democracy is a necessary feature to make political institutions that are designed to continually improve the economic condition of the masses effective. Here again, the Constituent Assembly elections play a central and globally significant role. The Bolsheviks could have respected the results of the election, encouraging democratic nation building and using their sizeable coalition to shape the policy discussion. Instead, the Bolsheviks rejected the political preferences of the masses, rationalizing their actions by arguing that the late industrialization of the agrarian economy of Russia set up conditions that precluded it from following a formal democratic path from the beginning (Lenin 1969 (Lenin , originally published in 1919 . The left (and the right) both within Russia and abroad were critical of the Bolsheviks' move to shun democracy and centralize the control over political and economic development of the new nation (Kautsky 1964 (Kautsky , originally published in 1919 .
Nevertheless, at the moment of this decision to reject democracy, the Bolsheviks still believed their development strategy would engineer a pathway to democratic rule in a Soviet dictatorship of the proletariat since, upon their vision's implementation, the majority would be the workers.
We can provide suggestive evidence, that is open to alternative interpretations, on whether the Bolsheviks would have been able to maintain the support of the masses in the soonto-be fully industrialized economy. We find that the support of the proletariat was far from uniform across districts. Surprisingly, we find that proletariat support for the Bolsheviks was weaker in grain deficit regions, although it was stronger in districts that experienced larger decreases in grain output per capita during the war. The basis of this support appears to be the Bolsheviks' promise of a stable and secure livelihood for urban workers during times when market conditions might make basic needs exceedingly costly for urban workers. The future Bolshevik policy of "War Communism" is evidence of such a strong commitment. We also show that working class preferences in Russia depended on the composition of skilled and unskilled industrial workers. On average, the industrial working-class support for the Bolsheviks was driven by unskilled workers. These workers were often former peasant farmers and maintained strong connections to the countryside. We find that support by unskilled industrial workers was higher in districts with higher returns from the land redistribution reform, a policy that the Bolsheviks strategically borrowed from the Socialist-Revolutionary party and initiated before the election the day after taking power. Hence, these results point to a weakening base of support as the Soviet development policies unfolded.
Our main findings are robust to a number of potential concerns with our analysis. The most important concern relates to how the elections were conducted. While the bulk of elections occurred on time, some were delayed or took longer to complete. Electoral fraud and voter manipulation were also possible. Controlling for these electoral irregularities does not alter our main findings. We also show that our results do not change if we use an alternative dependent variable that subtracts the votes of the strongest competing party from the Bolsheviks' tally.
Lastly, we explore the relationship between voter turnout and war, redistribution and the proletariat and demonstrate that our main results cannot be explained by differences in voter turnout.
With these findings, we contribute to two strands of literature. First, our results inform the current narratives on the political economy of the Russian Revolution. In particular, our findings are partially in line with Lenin's story (1920) of the Bolsheviks' success. However, Lenin underestimated the strong ties to the rural economy of urban residents in his grouping together of the urban and rural proletariat. This peasantification of the proletariat likely increased the costs of political stability and inhibited the democratic foundation of the Bolshevik regime. A counterfactual exercise best illustrates this point. In the average district, removing the possibility of land redistribution completely eliminates Bolshevik support by the proletariat.
Next, we contribute to the political economy and political science literature on revolutions. In most models of regime change, the disadvantaged are modeled as a homogenous group, and attention has been focused on securing stability in the face of revolution from below at the expense of the interests of the elite and/or the middle class. Lenin's division of the peasant class into rural proletariat and the capitalist kulaks fits this standard framework well (Lenin 1899) . The results that we find, in contrast, demonstrate that the Bolsheviks mobilized support across multiple oppressed groups with different and conflicting interests.
In the remaining sections of the paper, we first give an overview of Russian politics in 1917 and the Constituent Assembly. Next, section 3 briefly covers the main narratives of the Russian Revolution. We then present the data in section 4 and the empirical analysis in section 5.
We proceed in section 6 with a summary discussion of the results and their implication for counterfactual scenarios. Section 7 gives a conclusion and covers some limitations of our study.
An overview of Russian politics in 1917 and the Constituent Assembly
The Russian Revolution overthrew the "old" autocratic tsarist regime in March of 1917 and transferred power to the Provisional Government as a political compromise between major political parties. The new government was viewed as a temporary one, whose goals were to keep stability in a country during the ongoing First World War, to organize democratic elections to the Constituent Assembly and to secure a smooth transition. The Constituent Assembly was widely viewed as the true "master of Russian lands", which should decide on the political regime and the further development of the country. The election to the Assembly was the first, and longawaited, national election with a high level of political legitimacy. A famous Russian novelist and writer, Maxim Gorky, summarized the popular expectations with respect to the elections in 1918: "For a hundred years the best people of Russia lived with the hope of a Constituent Assembly, a political body, which would allow Russian democracy to openly express its will" (Gorky 1990 ).
The Provisional Government, nevertheless, had to decide on the procedure and timing of the future elections. There was little debate on the universal suffrage for adults older than 20 years old, including women and soldiers (18 was the minimum voting age for soldiers because it was the age of military draft), as a cornerstone of the new election law; however, the other foundations including the timing were less clear. Initially, the new leaders believed that the organization of the elections would require between three and six months to set up (Protasov 1997 ), but these expectations were not met.
The Provisional Government had only limited popular support and suffered from periodic political crises, which led to its reorganization; four coalition cabinets took the office of the Provisional Government during the eight months between the abdication of Tsar Nicolas the This lack of political stability certainly complicated the task of elaborating the new election law.
In addition to these difficulties, the government strategically did not speed up the process because of the beliefs of its leaders that such strategy would lead to more votes in the election. In Various parties reflecting the interests of ethnic minorities represented another dimension of Russian politics in 1917. These parties catered to one particular ethnic group and often came in pairs, one socialist and the other non-socialist.
The law on the elections to the Constituent Assembly divided the country into seventythree electoral districts parties could form strategic blocks in one region but then run separately in the rest of the country. Parties could also declare an ex ante disclaimer that they would set up a block in particular electoral districts, which required a joint counting of their voters. The latter was possible because only nine, mainly single-member electoral districts, followed the majority rule while the other sixty-four regions had a proportional representation system.
The law required only one hundred signatures of registered voters to set up a list of candidates that would compete in elections in a particular electoral district. All in all, 689 lists of candidates were registered, i.e. a bit less than ten per district on average Provinces also differed in terms of which political forces oversaw the elections, either those appointed by the Provisional Government or new officials who supported the Bolsheviks or even the Whites who had overthrown the Bolsheviks by this time in some regions. There is no evidence that local authorities falsified the results; in particular, the Bolsheviks did not want to do that because they initially believed that they (together with the left wing of SocialistRevolutionists) would get a majority in the Constituent Assembly, legitimizing their coup d'état.
However, there is evidence that certain local groups, such as soldiers, tried to manipulate the electoral outcomes on the ground by applying direct pressure and, in some cases, violence against voters. Historians agree, however, that this pressure could have hardly changed the election results and did not have a systematic bias across districts. In this respect, the historical narrative portrays these elections as reasonably free and fair (Protasov 1997 , Vishnyak 2010 .
Once the first results of the elections appeared, and it became clear that the Bolsheviks would not get a majority, they changed their attitude toward the Constituent Assembly and, instead, argued that democracy was bourgeois and unnecessary. The Bolsheviks postponed the opening session of the Constituent Assembly as long as they could. At their first meeting day in early January 1918, the assembly refused to legitimize the Bolshevik coup d'état and the Bolsheviks summarily disbanded the assembly. Interestingly, this decision led to a division within the communist political movement that would lead to two factions, which ultimately contributed to the failure of the communist movement. The first interpreted the Bolshevik Revolution as one that is taken by force and thereby were committed to armed revolution.
Ironically, the Bolshevik Revolution stands alone as the most "peaceful" revolution in which communist parties took power (Smith 2014). The other faction was critical of the Bolshevik's decision to abandon democracy and aimed at democratic reform. Rosa Luxemburg eloquently presaged the dynamic of communism without democracy:
Without general elections, without unrestricted freedom of press and assembly, without a free struggle of opinion, life dies out in every public institution, becomes a mere semblance of life, in which only the bureaucracy remains as the active element. Public life gradually falls asleep, a few dozen party leaders of inexhaustible energy and boundless experience direct and rule … a dictatorship, to be sure, not the dictatorship of the proletariat but only the dictatorship of a handful of politicians, that is a dictatorship in the bourgeois sense … such conditions must inevitably cause a brutalization of public life. (Luxemburg 1940 (Luxemburg , written in 1918 In the end, the only accomplishment of the Constituent Assembly was the results of relatively free and fair national elections with universal suffrage. This accomplishment provides a unique snapshot of the preferences of Russian citizens in 1917, less than three weeks after the Bolshevik Revolution.
Hypotheses and related literature
The debate over which factors contributed to the ( War. His triad of success included the support of the proletariat, the key social group according to Marx, the support of the army and support in key areas of the country, which he defined to be either the two capitals or more broadly the urban (the most educated and advanced) centers (Lenin 1969 vol. 40 ). Lenin's view shaped the Soviet narrative, which largely underlined the inevitability of a victorious socialist revolution driven by the working class and urban citizens.
Due to the Marxist "irons laws of history", growing inequality (including the growing poverty of industrial workers) and increasing "class struggle" between the proletariat and the capitalists, the revolution must occur. The Soviet official view incorporated various history-specific nuances, such as the influence of the Bolshevik Party on the Imperial army by the end of third year of the First World War and the "urban lead" (Lenin 1969 vol. 40) The war only further concentrated these interests. WWI produced 1.8 million casualties and caused a breakdown in rural/urban trade in Russia. Workers, urban dwellers and soldiers would provide a powerful coalition for the Bolsheviks. However, for the Bolsheviks to be successful, they would likely need to mobilize the interests of the peasants. Even though it was one of the largest economies in the world and rapidly industrializing, Russia was still a primarily agrarian economy and industrial workers were mostly illiterate and had strong rural ties. Therefore, we would expect that Bolshevik support by the proletariat to depend upon the returns to land redistribution.
Data
The national results of the elections to the Constituent Assembly were never published officially because some regions never held the elections while others had not properly counted votes.
Instead, a team of prominent Russian historians, led by the main specialist on the 1917 assembly elections, Lev Protasov, collected from a large number of disaggregated sources, including archival ones, and published all available information on election results in electoral districts where the elections had happened. We rely on the latest edition of these efforts for our data on the number of citizens that voted for a particular list of candidates.
We combine these electoral statistics with results of other censuses, namely the only population census conducted in the Russian Empire in 1897 (Trojnitskij 1905, Kessler and administrative districts), they ran in a coalition with the Mensheviks. For our baseline results, we assign zero vote share to the places where the Bolsheviks did not run, assuming that they had correctly forecasted that they would get no support and decided not to waste resources. For districts where the Bolsheviks were in a coalition, we assign all votes for the coalition to the Bolsheviks since it is likely that they were the main coalition partner.
Given that this would be the first chance for the population to express their political preferences and the fact that about half of the adults in the country were illiterate, it is difficult to imagine that they voted strategically in any discernable way that would produce bias in the aggregate. We assume that the bulk of Russian citizens voted according to their first-best preferences. We accept that measurement problems are still possible. Historians provide examples of when particular rural communes enforced collective rather than individual voting, requiring their members to vote for a particular party chosen at a commune meeting. There are also examples of husbands trying to control the voting of their wives and daughters. Last but not least, there were examples of soldiers who tried to use violence or threats to manipulate voting.
The scale of all such practices, however, was limited. If the local voting commission observed them on a large enough scale, the commission simply annulled the election results (Protasov 1997) .
Those districts for which we do not have data either did not hold elections, voting procedures had been violated or votes were not properly counted. We check that the selection is not driven by observables once we account for province specific characteristics. We demean observables with election district-specific averages and compare districts with election data to districts without them. They are not different in terms of any of thirteen observables for which we have data ( In terms of languages, Eastern Slavic languages (Russian, Ukrainian and Byelorussian) speakers dominated and composed of 61.1 percent of the population in districts; share of Slavs in cities was even higher, 80.8 percent. Russians were heavily concentrated in the center of the country and were a minority in the outskirts of the former empire. There were both districts and cities where their presence was negligible.
Empirical analysis
We employ regression analysis to understand the relationship between popular support for the Bolshevik party and the three main determinants mentioned in the literature: war, redistribution and industrial workers. We estimate our regression model using district-level data since individual-level data are unavailable. Naturally, this data limitation raises the concern of aggregation bias since we are interested in individual voter behavior. However, two of the three factors that we are interested in, war and redistribution, are correlated phenomenon within districts, aggregation bias is not as an immediate concern and therefore we postpone the discussion of this issue here. A second identification problem that we need to address is that the legislation governing the election allowed for the strategic behavior of competing parities to vary across election districts and, in particular, this meant that the number and characteristics of running candidates differed across election districts. As such, there were likely party-specific factors determined at the election district level that are unobservable to us and that influenced voting outcomes. Therefore, our identification strategy employs election-district fixed effects and our estimates rely on variation within election districts. Using fixed effects estimation comes at a cost since the between-election district variation in the election outcomes is important. We will return to this issue later, but for now we note that, if we do find a relationship between voting shares and any factor using within-district variation, we should have confidence in this association.
To be precise, we estimate the following baseline econometric model:
Subscript i indexes administrative districts and j refers to the election district to which administrative districts belonged. Share_Bolsheviks denotes the share of votes for the Bolshevik party in a geographical unit, while Factor stands for corresponding variables of interest. In all regressions, we control for the share of Eastern Slavic language speakers, 1913 urban share of the population, area under grain crops per rural citizen and land productivity averaged over the last two pre-war years. These controls are denoted by Xit; ψi are the voting districts fixed effects, and εij is an idiosyncratic error term. We weight observations by population size and cluster errors at the voting district level.
Having discussed our baseline specification, we return to the issue of aggregation bias and ecological inference. This concern is primarily aimed at interpreting the coefficient on the share of industrial workers in a district as an estimate of the average voting tendency of individual industrial workers. Since we want to directly infer individual behavior from this aggregated data, we risk making an ecological inference. Fortunately, Spenkuch (2017) has shown that both OLS and IV estimation solve the problem of ecological inference when the standard assumptions hold for the disaggregated regression model. Since there is selection into becoming an industrial worker, we prefer to take a conservative approach and employ Industrial serfs per capita in 1793 as an instrumental variable. Industrial serfs were a special class of peasants created by Peter the Great. In the early 18th C., Peter the Great initiated the construction of relatively large factories (both private and state) because of the growing demand for metal and textile goods from the newly reorganized and dramatically expanded Russian army. Due to the shortage of labor caused by the restrictions on labor mobility under serfdom, the government reassigned state peasants to newly established factories and, in 1721, let these factories also buy private serfs.
The gentry lobbied for removing this right from factory owners in order to defend their previously exclusive privilege of owning peasants. Eventually, in 1762, they managed to introduce a ban on buying new serfs but factories could continue to possess those who were previously bought as well as their descendants. In the end, the ban was removed in 1798 due to large inefficiencies in the labor market that the ban and other restrictions created. We use figures on industrial peasants from 1793 tax census, i.e. from the census conducted at the very end of the ban period.
The relevance of our instrument comes from path dependence in industrial production as well as the heavy regulation of labor mobility that continued throughout the nineteenth century. We argue that the exclusion restriction is satisfied primarily because the assignment of peasants to factories by the imperial authorities throughout the eighteenth century, coupled with the thirty year ban on buying serfs, produced variation in the spatial distribution of industrial serfs that was largely orthogonal to the unaccounted for determinants of political preferences in the early twentieth century. To make the exclusion restriction more credible, we control for the total number of serfs per capita in a district, measured in 1858, the last available measure before serf emancipation. Since these industrial peasants, created by an archaic institution by 1917 standards, worked both in the factory and field as well as operated in a pre-industrialization environment before the Napoleonic Wars and Enlightenment ideals spread to Russia, they likely only had an influence on political preferences through their effect on the spatial distribution of industrial workers in 1897 once we account for election district fixed effects and our other control variables. We include the reduced-form regression results since this is a test of statistical significance that is robust to the presence of weak instruments (Chernozhukov and Hansen 2008) .
Main results
In Table 2 , we present results of running the regression in ( proxies just fails to obtain 10% significance level.
We now turn to redistribution in column (2). Since Russia was primarily an agrarian economy, there were two main types of redistribution that peasants and the proletariat cared about, land and grain. In column (2), we see that the share of cropped area under private land tenure (as opposed to communal land tenure) in 1913 is positively related to Bolshevik share.
Private land in a district represented the return to peasants under the land redistribution policy of the Bolsheviks. Surprisingly, land inequality and land productivity in terms of grain output seem to play no role, suggesting that inequality itself did not strengthen preferences for redistribution.
A F-test of joint significance obtains 10% significance level. These results make it clear that the Bolsheviks needed to appeal not just to workers but also to peasants.
In column (3), we find that the main claim by the Bolsheviks, including Lenin, is consistent with the election data. The share of industrial workers is positively correlated with the share of votes going to the Bolsheviks in a district. We can interpret this positive association as a preference of individual industrial workers for the Bolsheviks since the IV estimates are also positive and statistically significant at the 5% level in column (4). In column (5) share (the IV estimate is larger, but as discussed above likely driven by a local average effect).
Thus, each of the factors produce roughly comparably sized effects with the effect of the land redistribution possessing a slightly larger magnitude. Our interpretation of these results is that the coalition building exercise that the Bolsheviks engaged in was important for their success in the election. In section 6, we will discuss several counterfactuals to give a richer interpretation of the conclusions in the literature.
Before moving on to our second set of results, we briefly point out that in columns (1)- (3) of Table 2 , the only control variables that are consistently statistically significant are the share of Eastern Slavic speakers in a district, which is positively associated with voting for the Bolsheviks, and total crop area per capita in 1913, which is negatively associated with voting for the Bolsheviks. The signs of the coefficients are not surprising. Ethnic minorities tended to vote for their national parties and there might have been language barriers to the Bolshevik agitation.
More agrarian economies on average were more likely to be conservative and less likely to support the revolutionaries.
We now turn to the results that aim to unearth the source of support of the proletariat.
Specifically, we want to better understand the democratic underpinnings of the dictatorship of the proletariat by investigating heterogeneity in the relationship between Bolshevik vote share and industrial workers per capita according to the two main policies of redistribution, food security for urban workers and land redistribution. The first is consistent with the Bolshevik transformation of the agrarian economy, while the second one is not. We would expect the heterogeneity in the relationship between the proletariat and Bolshevik vote share to vary according to the salience of these policies in a district.
In Table 3 , we add interactions between the share of the proletariat in a district and (demeaned) proxies for the salience of these policies. We first split Russia into grain surplus and grain deficit regions (Wheatcroft and Davies 1994) . If grain redistribution was the primary factor explaining Bolshevik support, then we would expect to see the proletariat in grain deficit regions to exhibit stronger support. In fact, we find the opposite, the sign of the coefficient on the interaction term is negative and nearly offsets the magnitude of the positive coefficient on the share of proletariat in grain surplus regions. The negative coefficient could relate to the value of agricultural land that peasantified industrial workers expected to benefit from as a result of the land redistribution. We can also view the wartime drop in grain production as a measure of the salience of food security issues in a district. While regional grain markets existed, local grain availability mattered for household consumption in general, and especially during the war environment (Broadberry and Harrison 2005) . In column (2) of Table 3 , we find that the support for the Bolsheviks was indeed more strongly associated with the share of industrial workers in districts that suffered more from the decline of grain production during the war. Since the war effect is likely temporary, we find that urban bias in the Bolshevik vision likely could not have driven sustained democratic support.
For land redistribution, as before, we use the share of private land in a district (demeaned) and interact this variable with the share of industrial workers. In column (3), the coefficient on the interaction term is positive and statistically significant at the 1% level. We interpret this finding as evidence of the strong rural ties of the working class in Russia during this time. Workers were more likely to support the Bolsheviks in districts with a greater share of historically private land, which had recently been transferred to peasants. Importantly, if ownership of this land mattered to the working class and voters were rewarding the Bolsheviks for land redistribution, then this basis of support presents a serious conflict with the Bolsheviks' vision.
If the Russian proletariat wanted to return to the land and peasantify instead of modernizing into an industrial working class, then we would expect to see differences within the proletariat according to how much human capital, possibly occupation-specific, had been accumulated as industrial workers. We thus differentiate the proletariat between skilled and unskilled industrial-wage workers and then interact them separately with the proxies. These two groups should face different incentives with respect to these strategic policies. Skilled workers, having invested in human capital, were likely entrenched in urban living and far removed from their rural roots. In contrast, unskilled workers mostly arrived in cities to work because the opportunity cost of rural wage work or subsistence farming was low. Many historians (e.g. Burds 1998) underlined the particularly close and strong ties of Russian unskilled industrial workers with their villages of origin, where they often retained their formal rights to commune land. As such, skilled workers should have mobilized around food security for cities and grain redistribution in favor of urban dwellers. In contrast, if unskilled workers had a connection to rural areas, such as having a plan to return to farming if land were to become available, then they could mobilize around the land redistribution reform. The contrast between these two groups is further emphasized by the fact that the beneficiaries of land redistribution would suffer from a policy of grain redistribution since the returns of their newly acquired lands would be redistributed away, setting up a potential conflict within groups that supported the Bolsheviks.
In column (4), we first present the baseline regression with the proletariat split into skilled and unskilled. The results suggest that the presence of unskilled workers in a district likely drove the working class' support of the Bolsheviks. The coefficient on unskilled is positive and statistically significant at the 5% level while the coefficient on skilled is imprecisely measured. Moreover, a comparison of the point estimates suggests that the magnitude of the effect of the unskilled is also larger since the standard deviation of unskilled is five times larger than that of skilled. In column (5), the coefficients on interactions between the war grain drop and shares of skilled and unskilled both are statistically insignificant. This result further emphasizes the temporary nature of this food security and the lack of a perceived connection between the Bolshevik long-term policies and the WWI shock. In column (6), we switch to the more problematic policy of land redistribution. The coefficient on the interaction term with skilled workers is not statistically different from zero, as expected if skilled workers were not beneficiaries of this policy. The coefficient on the interaction term with the unskilled workers is positive and highly statistically significant, suggesting that unskilled industrial workers were, in fact, beneficiaries of this policy that targeted peasants.
In the last column of Table 3 , we explore how literacy rate, an additional measure of human capital, influences the voting of the skilled and unskilled proletariat. The coefficient on the interaction term with skilled is not statistically different than zero, while the coefficient on the interaction term with unskilled is negative and statistically significant at the 5% level. The negative coefficient is consistent with the previous results if unskilled workers in more literate districts had less of a desire or intention to return to the land. Interestingly, more literate districts supported the Bolsheviks more than less literate districts.
Robustness checks
In this subsection, we address several concerns with our results. The first concern is due to election irregularities. Given the epic nature of this unprecedented election, there were bound to be irregularities. Whether these irregularities bias our results is worth investigating further.
We rerun the specifications in columns (1)-(3) of Table 2 including control variables for whether or not an election started late and the number of days that the election took to complete. The coefficients of interest are quite similar, suggesting that these election irregularities were not correlated with the determinants that we consider. Another possible election irregularity is electoral fraud on behalf of the Bolsheviks. We stress that if there had been strong evidence of voter fraud, the election would have been annulled. However, more subtle forms of voter manipulation may have been missed. We proxy for the ability of the Bolsheviks to manipulate the election by when they took power of the local soviet. The earlier that Bolsheviks controlled a district, the more scope for manipulation they likely had. Again, we rerun the specifications in columns (1)- (3) of Table 2 including dummies that mark when the Bolsheviks took control as control variables. The coefficients of interest are quite similar, suggesting that voter manipulation was not correlated with the determinants that we consider.
A second concern is that, in addition to the Bolsheviks, there were multiple competing parties in each election. The strength of the competing parties could have been correlated with war, redistribution and proletariat and therefore act as a confounding variable. To remedy this, we construct a new dependent variable that takes the number of votes obtained by the Bolsheviks less the votes of the competing party with the highest number of votes and divide this vote margin by the voting age population. Table 5 presents the results of rerunning Table 2 with this new dependent variable. Again, we find similar results.
A third concern is the correlation between voter turnout and war, redistribution and proletariat. To make our identification strategy more credible, the numerator in our preferred dependent variable contains information about political preference as well as the decision to vote. Since the decision to vote is not exclusively determined by voter identification with a political party, our dependent variable contains noise and a strong association between voter turnout and the factors would raise concerns that we are capturing variation in support for the Bolsheviks. In Table 6 , we replicate Table 2 using voter turnout as the dependent variable. The only determinant that has a relationship is the number of males mobilized into the army.
However, this association is likely mechanical, reflecting how we measure the voting age population which likely overestimates the population size in heavily mobilized districts.
Discussion of results
The Bolsheviks needed an additional 0.36 votes per eligible voter to obtain support from the majority of voting population or +2.54 s.d. increase in an average district. Of course, they would not have needed such a high level of support to win the election, but Lenin himself argued that the Bolshevik regime was unstable without the support of the majority (Lenin 1969 Why then did the Bolsheviks not sanction a more democratic system of maintaining broad support across heterogeneous groups? One possibility is that, as in the Acemoglu and Robinson model (Acemoglu and Robinson 2000 , 2001 , 2006 , the threat of counterrevolution allowed the Bolsheviks to informally commit to concessions and redistribution to these varied groups of society without giving up control and democratizing. A different interpretation is the Bolsheviks aimed at a rapid industrial revolution in a predominantly agrarian economy and the dramatic changes necessary to redirect the organization of production, which required large amounts of cheap labor and food supplied to factories and urban dwellers, would have made the necessary transfers for continued support by rural residents counterproductive to the objectives of the regime. The Bolsheviks need not have correctly anticipated this conflict to opt for autocratic control instead of democracy. They could have felt emboldened to break the social contract of the election because of a self-enforcing promise of future democratic rule under a proletariat majority, once their development strategy had been fulfilled (Fearon 2011) .
A last note is on the limitations of our analysis. In the paper, we have concentrated on the study of the variation within election districts. We accept and recognize that between-election district variation in voting outcomes and the determinants was important. Provinces of the Russian Empire, which roughly corresponded to the election districts, were quite different. The majority of coefficients on FEs (not reported) in Tables 2 to 6 are statistically significant. The electoral map in Figure 1 demonstrates that there were clear voting patterns. Table A4 in the appendix presents some more evidence on that. The voting was the most pro-Bolshevik (with a share of 45.8 percent) in the districts located in the Central Industrial Region, Northwest, Baltic provinces and Belorussia (column 1), i.e. broadly speaking the Northwestern part of the empire with both capitals. In the other parts of the country, the Bolsheviks managed to get substantially less; the coefficients on dummies for all other regions are negative and statistically significant.
Moreover, the difference was high; depending on a region, one could see between seventeen and forty-one percentage points less support. Cities voted more uniformly than the countryside; in city-level regressions, coefficients only on several regional dummies are statistically significant (column 3). The distances to the front and to Saint Petersburg negatively affected voting for the Bolsheviks (column 2 and 4), a pattern that fits well to the contours of the frontlines of the future Civil War. Unfortunately, since between-variation in Bolshevik vote share could be driven by strategic and unobservable differences in regional political parties, we cannot exploit this variation in our analysis without more deeply consulting regional archival material on party differences or taking a more structural approach. Appendix. 
